This paper reviews linguistic structures in a series of management messages in the annual reports of Cross & Trecker, a machine tool manufacturer. The documents cover the years 1984-1988, which began with prosperity and ended with severe losses. An analysis of how the company communicated this information to its shareholders offers some insights into the motivation and priorities of the Cross & Trecker management. This analysis suggests that a company's public communications are more complex than has been thought.
For all their perceived dullness and lack of readability, annual reports are controversial documents, generating disagreement regarding audience, objectives, and credibility. Research indicates that annual reports have multiple audiences, including stockholders and the financial community, and varying objectives, ranging from questions of stewardship to outright promotion of the company (Hawkins & Hawkins, 1986) . Credibility is another important issue. Research suggests that most individual investors consider the annual report a fair to poor source of information, glossing over the bad news to make management look good (Hill & Knowlton, 1984) .
My objective in this study was to look at the differences between &dquo;good news&dquo; and &dquo;bad news&dquo; annual reports as communicated through the manager's message to the stockholders. These messages, placed at the beginning of the report and called &dquo;Annual letter to stockholders,&dquo; &dquo;Manager's message,&dquo; or something similar, are management's summary of the financial performance for the year, and as such, attempt to put in perspective the success or failure of the various initiatives of the company. My purpose at this stage was not to determine what percentage of companies employ which language strategies, although that would be a good topic for future study, but rather to determine how the linguistic choices actually used in a group of messages might be interpreted.
Who writes the managers' messages in annual reports? The short answer is: the person who signs the letter. However, this isn't strictly true in most cases. In a typical company, the president or CEO might write a draft of the annual report letter, send it to the chief financial officer, who makes revisions and sends it to the chief legal officer, who makes further revisions and sends it back to the president or CEO, who then makes final revisions. The chief legal officer then may do the final editing or someone else may do it. In some companies, the letter is drafted by the chief financial officer or the chief legal officer and then sent to the president or CEO for revision. In any event, the document is rarely the work of one person, but the product embodies the &dquo;corporate-speak&dquo; representative of the top management of the company.
In the letters I have examined, the primary authors were the president and CEO who signed the letters, but the letters did pass through other hands. I believe, though, that the letters represent the primary authors in tone and in linguistic choices. Even though documents such as letters to stockholders represent the company &dquo;voice,&dquo; a study by Dorothy Winsor (1993) suggests that writers of company documents see the messages as representing them personally. Analysis of the language in the letters I have chosen to review confirm this view and demonstrate how vested in the messages were the individuals who wrote them.
Literature Review
Annual reports have generated interest from researchers since the early 1980's. Advice on how to improve the readability and design of annual reports has come from Fielden and Dulek (1984) , Haggie (1984) , Anderson and Imperia (1992) , and Arfin (1993) . Dorrell and Darsey (1991) studied the readability of the annual letters to stockholders and found that they were understandable but often lacked a &dquo;you&dquo; attitude in writing style. Subramanian, Insley, and Blackwell (1993) reviewed the relationship between the performance of companies and the readability of their annual reports, finding that the annual reports of companies that performed well were easier to read than those of companies that did not perform well. Kohut and Segars (1992) Hildebrandt and Snyder (1981) and resulted in the &dquo;Pollyanna Hypothesis,&dquo; which suggests that regardless of the finan-,'¡,~ cial state of the company, the language in the annual letter to the stockholders will be predominantly positive.
Linguistic approaches to the study of business and managerial writing have so far not developed into a coherent body of research. Some researchers have explored linguistic issues in business writing, using pragmatics paradigms such as Speech Act Theory. Campbell (1990) looked at explanations in negative messages and found that Speech Act Theory provides a useful method of classification of such explanations. Limaye and Pompian (1991) reviewed nominal compounds in a group of business documents and discovered that, although concise, the use of three or more nouns in a clause can interfere with comprehensibility. Lyne (1985) used systemic linguistics to study French business correspondence, looking at the ideational (the representation of experience), interpersonal (the roles of speaker or writer to listener or reader), and textual (relevance to the context) metafunctions of the language. Scientific language has attracted a number of studies using linguistics as the primary methodology. Riley (1991) studied the use of passive voice in scientific writing. Swales (1990) reviewed the use of discourse analysis in legal writing, in the health sciences, and in academic writing. Lemke (1983 Lemke ( , 1984a Lemke ( , 1984b Lemke ( , 1985 Lemke ( , 1987 Lemke ( , 1988 Lemke ( , 1989b used systemic linguistics to demonstrate political and power factors in science texts and classroom teaching. Vande Kopple (1991) explored the use of thematic relations in text, using Halliday's system of systemic analysis. Halliday's system has been used to analyze a great variety of texts, including literary, legal, medical, and scientific (Benson & Greaves, 1988; Grabe & Kaplan, 1990 ).
Methodology
The systemic approach to language study as developed by Halliday (1976, 1978, 1985a) , Lemke (1983 Lemke ( , 1984a Lemke ( , 1989a ), Fawcett and Halliday (1978) , Butler (1985) , and many others provides a way to evaluate language structures in a document. This theory is based on the functional framework of grammar, which means that it is &dquo;designed to account for how language is used&dquo; (Halliday, 1985a (Halliday, , 1985b (Halliday, 1985a (Halliday, , 1985b De Beaugrande, 1993 (Halliday, 1976; Fawcett & Halliday, 1978 Lemke (1989a Table 2 Number of Passive Constructions used in Management Reports Table 3 The Use of Doing Verbs Mental, behavioral, verbal, and existential process verbs appear to be insignificant in the messages reviewed. Mental process verbs appeared in 5% to 15% of the clauses and had no overall pattern that would suggest a conclusion. Few behavioral, verbal, or existential verb groups appear in the messages, which is understandable from the nature of the documents. Performance rather than behavior is the focus of annual reports; verbal groups appear mainly in narratives, and many writers have been taught to avoid the existential &dquo;there.&dquo;
Relational process verbs, however, are interesting in the managers' messages, primarily because they are used so often. (Murphy & Hildebrandt, 1991; Anderson, 1995) .
In the first and last paragraphs of the managers' messages, the use of verbs of &dquo;being&dquo; doubled from 1984 to 1988. The results are summarized in Table 5 . Table 4 The Use of Relational Process Verbs Table 5 The Use of Being Verbs Combined with the prevalence of relational process verbs is the increase in nonhuman participants operating as agents. In this case, the first and last paragraphs are more suggestive because of the nature of setting up the message to follow and of bringing closure to the subject discussed. The internal paragraphs in all the messages show heavy use of nonhuman agents, but that use can be readily explained by the subject matter under discussion (for example, market trends, earnings). On the other hand, changes in the use of nonhuman agents occur in the first and last paragraphs of the messages, and these changes suggest a shift of emphasis away from the writer(s) of the message. Table 6 summarizes the use of nonhuman agents in the first and last paragraphs. (Lemke, 1987 As shown in Figure 1 , the framing for the message is &dquo;fiscal 1984,&dquo; which occurs in the first sentence. The message is completely positive -every sentence is good news -and this good news is introduced by the pronoun we in every independent clause except for one, where it is introduced by a synonym for we (Cross & Trecker) . In the first paragraph, the three key statements not only begin with the pronoun we, but are also preceded by bullet points for emphasis. The As shown in Figure 2, The author extends special thanks to Lamar Reinsch, Rebecca Burnett, and Priscilla Rogers for their assistance in the direction of this paper and for their feedback regarding revisions.
